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Dear Sir: 



This is in response to the final Office Action of August 21, 2002 and to the Advisory 
Action mailed December 12, 2002. 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for the courtesy of a telephonic interview on 
December 17, 2002, in which the Advisory Action was discussed. Specifically, it was pointed 
out that, although the Advisory Action rehed on disclosure fi-om Mechling et al., none of the 
pending claims stand rejected under Mechling et al. Therefore, it was agreed that this Request 
for Reconsideration be resubmitted so that a non-final Office Action be issued if the Examiner 
still intends to apply Mechling et al. after due consideration. 

Claims 1-31 are pending. The final Office Action mailed August 21, 2002 rejected 

claims 1-4 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 based on Brouckman et al. (US 6,134,307) in view 

of the newly-cited Heindel et al. (US 6,304,857), claims 5-7 and 27-31 over Brouckman et al. 
12/S4/2002 HRANl 00000007 132491 094647A4 



01 FC:1S51 



110.00 CH 



1 



09/464,784 



ji 



Patent 



and Heindel et al in view of the commonly-assigned Witzman et al (US 5,737,399), claims 6-7 

over Brouckman et al and Heindel et al in viev^ of Doherty et al (US 5,333,184), claims 8-10 

over Brouckman et al and Heindel et al in view of Kay et al (US 5,757,894), claims 1 1-16 over 

Brouckman et al and Heindel et al in view of Herbert (US 5,333,183), claims 17-23 over 

Brouckman et al and Heindel et al in view of Liu et al (US 5,898,780) and Wang (US 

5,991,746), and claims 24-26 over Brouckman et al and Heindel et al in view of Jaiswal et al 

(US 6,002,754). For the sake of convenience, all pending claims are set forth in the Appendix. 

The rejection of claims 1-31 is respectfully traversed because neither Brouckman et al, 

Heindel et al, nor the other applied references teach or suggest the features of the claims. For 

example, independent claim 1 recites: 

1 . An apparatus for managing call billing records for users of a signaling 
network operative to carry user calls, comprising: 

a gateway interfacing the signaling network with an Internet Service Provider 

and a local exchange carrier and operative to collect call billing data from 

the signaling network in a first data structure format; and 
a network processor operative to: 

receive the collected call billing data in the first data structure format from the 
gateway, 

convert the collected call billing data from the first data structure format to a 

second data structure format, and 
transmit the call billing data in the second data structure format to a data 

network for billing processing by a co-carrier access billing system for 

settlement with the Internet Service Provider and the local exchange 

carrier. 

Independent claims 10, 17, and 22 also recite "billing processing by a co-carrier access 
billing system for settlement with the Internet Service Provider." Provision of the recited 
functions for collecting, converting, transmitting, and settling call billing data advantageously 
addresses problems in conventional Internet Service Provider (ISP) billing solutions that require 
expensive switch features, considerable floor space, or heavy expenditures. (See specification. 



pp. 1-2 and 7) 
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None of the references, however, teach or otherwise suggest this feature. Specifically, the 
primary reference, Brouckman et al, is directed to converting call events received firom a 
satellite-based communications system 100 for distribution to different entities around the world, 
so that proper billing can be performed (Abstract, and FIG. 1). Brouckman et al, however, fails 
to teach or suggest "transmitting the call billing data in the second data structure format to a data 
network for billing processing by a co-carrier access billing system for settlement with the 
Internet Service Provider and the local exchange carrier," as set forth in independent claims 1, 
10, 17, and 22. 

Not finding the claimed billing processing for settlement in Brouckman et al, the Office 
Action attempts to rely on Heindel et al for the missing feature. Heindel et al describes a 
distributed electronic billing system that allows "a biller to create and design a customized billing 
statement." However, Heindel et al fails to have any disclosure of any Internet Service Provider 
(ISP) much less "billing processing by a co-carrier access billing system for settlement with the 
Internet Service Provider" as recited in the claims. The lengthy citations of Heindel et al do not 
address this ISPs, being directed instead to local exchange carriers. 

The remaining references also fail to disclose the missing feature. Specifically, Witzman 
et al describes centralized storage and verification elements (SAVE) that provide raw data 
filtered of extraneous data so as to be useful to downstream clients. In addition, Doherty et al is 
directed to call message recording for telephone systems, Kay et al to a virtual foreign exchange 
service, Herbert to an MDR data record collection and reporting system, Liu et al to a method 
and system for authorizing remote Intemet access, Wang to a billing system using a modified file 
transfer protocol, and Jaiswal et al to billing formatter for telephone systems, but these all do 
not disclose the bill settlement with an ISP. Furthermore, there is no motivation but 
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impermissible hindsight to cobble together these diverse references, picking and choosing 
arbitrary elements to meet the recited claims. 

Dependent claims 2-9, 1 1-16, 18-21, and 23-31 are allowable for at least the same reasons 
as their independent claims and are separately patentable on their own merits. For example, 
claims 4 and 12-13 recite that "the network process is further operative to poll the gateway to 
collect the collected call billing data." However, both Brouckman et al at col. 4:38-40 (which 
merely states that billing records are created, not polled) and Herbert et al. at col. 28:22-31 
(which does not disclose any polling of any gateway) both cited in the Office Action fail to 
disclose this feature as precisely claimed. 

Therefore, the present application, as amended, overcomes the rejections of record and is 
in condition for allowance. Favorable consideration is respectfully requested. If any unresolved 
issues remain, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner telephone the undersigned attorney at 
(703) 425-8508 so that such issues may be resolved as expeditiously as possible. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 



DITTHAVONG & CARLSON, P.C. 





Stephen C. Carlson 
Attorney/Agent for Applicant(s) 
Reg. No. 39929 
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